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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Although many of the physical properties and tech-
niques of physica] therapy were used by the ancient Greeks 
to relieve pain and restore health, p~ysical therapy is a 
young profession. In 1920, three years after World ~"far I, 
the 800 therapists who had been trained by the U.S.Army band-
ed together and formed a national organization.1 
Physical therapy is now recognized as an important mem-
ber of the medical team which concerns itself with the re-
habilitation of the ill and handica'pped, helping these in-
dividuals to become contributing members of society. With the 
advancement of medical science against disease there will be 
an increasing need for physical therapists. In the 1956 
publication of the Subcommittee on Paramedical Personnel in 
Rehabilitation, it was noted that an average of 1,000 qualifi-
ed physical therapists are graduated annually. In spite of 
this number the report states that there is a need for 13,600 
therapists at the present time. 2 
1 
The Physical Therapy Review, XL (February, 1960),P. 129 
of 
1 
I. STATEl.a:ENT OF THE PROBLEM 
This thesis will attempt to determine if there is any 
relationship between the personality traits of the physical 
therapy students of Boston University Sargent College, as 
measured by the Guilford-Zimmerman Temprament Survey, and. the 
grades achieved by these students during their clinical 
practice. 
In selecting candidates for matriculation in a course 
of physical therapy it is paramount that they be adequately 
equipped, intellectually, to complete the academic require-
ments for graduation. Although a thorough knowledge of the 
\.J background sciences and special techniques of the profession 
is mandatory for a skillful .treatment, personality has ~n 
important function in patient care. It is the responsibility 
of each school and college offering an accepted course in 
physical therapy to have as many tools as possible to screen 
candidates for admission, and to be able to predict with as 
much accuracy as possible the success of these applicants 
in the profess~on. 
II. JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY 
Since its conception in 1920, the American Physical 
Therapy .Association has striven to raise and standardize its 
requirements. The success of a physical therapist is depend-
~ ant upon knowledge o~ the didatic studies, skill which is 
2 
knowledge coupled with supervised practice in the field, and 
persona,lity.3 Schools can equip the students with the first 
two qualities; but the personalities of the students have 
set patterns by the time they reach this level which may or 
may not be assets in the field and it is difficult to change 
these patterns, if they are undesirable. 
In a profession where a person's success is dependent 
upon his relations with others, personality is an important 
factor. A physical therapist must be able to work harmon-
ously with both his patients and his fellow workers. vlhen 
treating patients the therapist will meet all backgrounds, 
creeds, ages, and sex; and he must be able to establish rap-
port, to instill confidence, and to motivate the patients to 
acheive their maximum recovery. 4 His ability to work well 
with the other members of the medical team, whether his 
superiors, peers,, or subprofessional personnel, will aid in 
giving the patients the best possible treatment. 
Presently there is a concentrated effort by the 
American Physical Therapy Association on both the national and 
local level to interest young people in the profession. It 
3 
From notes taken at a meeting of the physical therapy 
supervisors and the faculty of Boston University Sargent Col-
lege, Division of Physical Therapy discussing the qualities 
of a physical therapist. April 27, 1960. 
4 
Ibid. 
I 
L 
is expected that through this effort there will be an in-
crease of applications for admission into the physical therapy 
programs throughout the country. An additional screening de-
vice, such as a personailty inventory, will aid the admission 
committees of these schools to better analyze the applicants 
capabilities of succeeding in college and as a physical ther-
apist. 
Acceptance to Hoston university sargent Uollege is 
determined by the Office of Admissions of the university. 
There are two plans for qualifying for admission. ~he first 
is~.;graduation from a high school college prepartory course and · 
the submittance of the scores of the Scholastic Aptitude 'l'est 
(College Entrance ~xamination Board}. The second plan is 
graduation from a high school commercial course and the scores 
of the Hoston University Admissions Hattery. rl'his battery 
consists of the Ohio State university Psychological l].'est, ~·or.m 
A and the Cooperative English 'l'est, Form 2'1'.. There is no 
standardized measure of personality required for these candi-
dates under either plan. It is hdlped that this study will 
provide further information of value in selecting well quali-
fied candidates for admission into the physical therapy pro-
gram of Boston University ~argent uollege. 
III. SCO~E OF THE STUDY 
History and Background. Sargent Uollege was established 
in 1881 as a school of physical education for women. In 1929 
it joined Boston University as a division of the School of 
Education and the first class of physical therapy majors was 
graduated in 1933. In 1934 Sargent College became one of the 
Colleges of Boston University. The curriculum of'physical 
therapy at Sargent College has been approved by the Council on 
1"ledical Education and Hospitals of the. American Medical 
Association since the graduation of the first class. 
During the first two years of college the physical 
therapy majors fulfill the liberal arts a.nd basic science 
requirements. In the sophomore year the Guilford-Zimmerman 
Temprament Survey is administered and a personality profile 
is developed. 
In the junior year the curricula consists of the back-
ground science courses and the technical courses for physical 
therapy. The students also spend three hours a week observing 
in physical therapy clinics in the Boston area. After satis-
factory completion of the junior year, the students spend 
five weeks during the summer in an accredited physical therapy 
clinic, under the supervision of a qualified physical thera-
pist. These five weeks of supervised work and study ~om­
prises Block I of Clinical Practice. During the mornings of 
the senior year the students work in clinics in the Boston 
area: each student spends seven weeks at four different 
clinics; two clinics during the first semester and two during 
the second semester. These are Blocks II and III of Clinical 
~· Practice. Their afternoons are spent at the College study-
5 
advanced techniques and acedemic courses. 
~· The data for this study, the average grade from 
Clinical Practice r, II, III and the raw scores of the ten 
persona~ity traits measured by the Guilford-Zimmerman Tempra-
ment Survey, were taken from the transcripts and profiles of 
the three classes of physical therapy majors a"t Boston Univer-
sity Sargent uollege that were graduated in 195S, 1959, and 
1960~ All the subjects were females in the four year physical 
therapy program. There is a total of 85 cases: 33 from 1958, 
25 from 1959, and 27 from 1960 • 
. .As mentioned earlier the. Guilford-Zimmerman 'l'empra-
ment Survey is given to all students in the physical therapy 
~ program during the sophomore year. It is a 300 item inven-
tory des igned to measure ten areas of personality: General 
Ability (A), Restraint lR), Ascendance (A} ,Socialbility (S), 
Emotional Stability (E), Objectivity (0), Friendliness (F), 
Thoughtfulness (T), Personal Relat·ions (P), and .Masculin-
ity (M). Each item may be ahswered yes, no or?. The cor-
rect answer, either ye~· or no, as designated by the authors, 
is weighted plus 1 while any ? answer is given a weight of 
5' 
o. Each trait is scored from 1 to 30 and may be converted 
into a standard u score which range from 1 to 
' J.P. Guilford and wayne s. Zimmerman, Manual of Instru-cion~ and the Interpretations, · The Guilford-Zimmerman Tempra-
ment Survey, (Beverly Hills, California: The Sheridan ~upply 
Company, 1949), PP. 1-11. 
6 
e 
10. The most desirable position to score is 5 or above. Each 
trait is subdivided into positive and negative character-
istics. 6 
The validity of the ten traits is reported as ranging 
from .20 to .so, not including the traits G and s.7 The 
8 
reliabilities range from .75 to .87. The intercorrelations 
between the ten traits are low except those between S and A 
( ~61) and E and 0 ( .69): t'his· ·is explained by the authors 
because S and A pertain to social behavior and E and 0 per-
tain ~o emotional behavior, thus in part measuring the same 
traits.9 Separate means and standard deviations are reported 
10 for both males and females, high school and adult. 
The grades for Clinical Practice I, II, and III had 
been avera~ed together and placed on the students' tran-
scripts. The grading form used by the clinical supervisors 
include both personal and professional qualifications., (i~p­
pendix A). The students are graded from A (superior) through 
F (unsatisfactory). Although the grading of the students 
6 
~., p. 6. 
7 
~., p. 8. 
8 
Ibid.' p. 5. 
9 
1f?J4.' p. 6. 
10 
~., p .. 7. 
. 7 
I 
·e 
is subjective and the personal feelings of the clinical super-
visors will color the grades to a certain extent; much time 
has been spent with the clinical supervisors by the faculty 
of the College discussing the basic philosophy of the school 
and what should be expected of the students. 
V. PROCEDURES 
The mean grade of the three blocks of Clinical Practice 
were correlated with each of the ten raw scores of the person-
ality traits as measured by the Guilford-Zimmerman Temprament 
Survey. The formula used was the Pearson product-moment 
coefficient of correlation: 
rxy= ~ ~ <r- y 
in which: 
rxy correlation between X and Y. 
x deviation of an X score from the mean in test X. 
y deviation of the correspo.nding Y score from the 
mean in test Y. 
txy sum of all products of deviations, each x devia-
tion times its corresponding y deviation. 
~x and~y standard deviations of the distributions of X 
and Y scores.ll 
11 
J. P. Guilford, Fundamental Statistics in Psycholog~ 
and Education, (New York: McGraw~Hill Book Co., Inc., 195 ), 
Po 157. 
8 
. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The literature concerning the use of personality tests 
on the college level fell into two catagories. The use of 
personality inventory scores in predicting success in the 
job situation or in predicting academic success. The other 
area was the investigation of personality characteristics and 
choice of major field of study. 
I. PERSONALITY AND SUCCESS 
In clinical practice. Gobetz, in 1954, published the 
results of a three year study of an admission test battery for 
physical therapy schools which proposed to predict success in 
both the academic and clinical areas. The battery, composed 
by the New York University Testing and Advisement Center, 
measured in the following areas: intelligence, mechanical 
reasoning, scientific knowledge, knowledge of contemporary 
social problems, interests, and personality. The personality 
area was measured by a biographical information olank and a 
personality questionaire. The author reported a correlation 
of .35 between the personality scores and the clinical pract-
1 ice criterion. Gobetz concluded: 
1 
Wallace Gobetz, "Physical Therapy Admission Test 
Batteries," The Physical.Therapy Review, XXXIV (August, 
September,~October, 1954), 516. 
9 
• • • It is clear that academic achievement is an easier 
. criterion to predict than is performance in a practical 
job situation, and this observation may well explain why 
so many professional a~titude tests emplo~ academic 
success as a sole index of test validity. 
In 1957, Booth published the. results of a study of 
students in occupat~onal therapy at San Jose College. Using 
Guilford's Inventory of Factors STDCR and the Kudar Prefer-
ence Record as predictors of success for occupational therapy 
students in clinical training. There was a correlation 
between the c factor (cycloid disposition) and clinical train-
ing in the tuberculosis area at the 5% level of significance 
and a correlation between the T factor and the pediatric 
training at the 5% level of significance.3 
In practice teachin&• Seagoe in her study of twenty 
five teaching major students in school and after graduation 
found that the tests of personality emphasizing mental health 
are of long range significance whereas the significance of 
the college grades disappears when correlated with the teach-
ing ratings. The training teachers jusdements are the 
4 
Mary D. Booth, "A Study of the Relationship Between 
Certain Personality Factors and Success in Clinical Training 
of Occupational Therapy Students, 11 American Occupational · 
Therapy Journal, XI (March-April, -1957), p.96. 
10 
• 
highest correlations.5 
In academic areas. Using the l"Iinnesota Hulti1J-hasic 
Personality Inventory as a predictor of academic acheivement, 
Stone and Ganung found that 38% who graduated were in the 
"normal" catagory (T score of 40-60) as compared to 22% who 
-graduated appeared in the 11 high11 catagory (T score of 70 and 
above). Also, the grade point index of the 11 high11 was 
significantly lower. 6 
Alexander and V'loodruff found that personal adjustment, 
finances, family probaems, and social development had a de-
finate influence on academic sucess. 7 Grace found that high 
scores on acheivement were closely associated with traits of 
independence and responsibility.8 But Cowe, when studying 
personality traits and psychosomatic complaints, found little 
5 
May V. Seagoe, 11 Prognostic.Tests and Teaching Suc-
cess, 11 Journal of Educational Re serch, XXXIX (September, 1945- · 
May, 1946), p. 66o. 
6 
David R. Stone and George R. Ganung, "Study of Schol-
astic Ache ivement and Personality Measured by- the r-linne sota 
J.Viultiphasic Personality Inventory, 11 Journal of Educational 
Reserch, L (September, 1956-May, 1957), p. 156. 
7 
Norman Alexander and Ruth Vvoodruff, "Determinates 
of College Success, 11 Journal of Higher Education, XI (Dec-
ember, 1940), 478-.485. 
8 
Harry A. Grace, "Personality Factors and College At-
trition," Peabody Journal of Education, XXXV (July, 1957), 
p. 39. 
11 
relationship with academic success.9 
Healy and Borg in their study of freshmen student nurses 
fou~d that drop-outs scored low in the areas of nervousness, 
depression, cycloid tendencies, objectivity, and cooperative-
ness as measured by the Guilford STDCR when compared with the 
scores of graduate registered nurses. They felt that the 
personality inventory is a truer indicator since the interest 
inventory is more easily slanted. 10 
II. PERSONALITY AND CHOICE 
OF l".!AJOR FIELD OF STUDY 
Norman and Redlo when studying seven groups of dif-
ferent college majors found that there was a great deal of 
resemblance between the personality characteristics of the 
11 
students in each major area. They also found that those stu-
dents vlho most strongly resembled their peers were the ones 
who strongly indicated that they would choose their major 
9 
:Barbara Cowe 
Bouve-Boston School,~ 
of Ed., 1952), p. 27. 
10 
11 Prediction of Academic Success at 
'unpublished Master's thesis, B.u.s. 
Irene Healy and ''~alter A. Borg, "Personality and 
Vocational Interest of Successful and Unsuccessful Nursing 
School Freshmen," Educational and Psychological Measurement. 
XII (1952), p. 773. . 
11 
Ral '9h D. Norman and Miriam Redlo, 11 1VIinne sota li!Lulti-
phasic Personality Inventory Perosonality Pattern for Various 
College 'Major Groups, 11 Journal of Auplied PsycholoP:y, XXXVI ( 19 52) , p. 409 .. 
12 
again if starting out.l2 
Spiaggia, using the same inventory with art students 
versus non art students, found that the art students were 
similar in personality characteristics while the non art stu-
13 dents varied greatly. 
Teevan, using Blacky pictures, determined some characte~­
istics of the following groups: literary, gbvernment, a.nd 
science. He checked his results with the studies done by 
Rowe in these areas and found them similar. 14 
V • SUiv1£-1ARY 
From the above studies it would appear that personality 
characteristics have some relationship to success in higher 
education and is a factor to be considered. when choosing a 
college major. Whether or not personality inventories will 
be able to take a place in the admission batteries of colleges 
as a predictor of success, academically and for the job 
situation, will depend upon further reserch. 
12 
Ibid 0' p. 404 
13 
Marlin Spiaggia, "A Investigation of Personality 
Traits of Art Students, 11 Educational and PsycholoP:ical lVIeasure-
ment, X (Summer, 1950), p. 289. 
14 
Richard c. Teevan, 11 Rersonality Correlates of Under-
graduate Field of Specialization," Journal of' Consulting 
Psychology, XVIII (1954), p. 213. 
13 
CHAPTER III 
PRESEN'l'ATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
As was described in Chapter I, the data for this study 
consists of the raw scores of the ten personality traits of 
the Guilford-Zimmerman 'l'emprament ~urvey and the average grade 
of Clinical Practice. These scores were collected from the 
personality profiles and transcripts of 85 female, four year 
program, Boston University Sargent Uollege physical therapy 
graduates from the classes of 1958, 1959, and 1960. 
TABLE I 
MEANS AND STANDARD lJl!:VIATION S OF THE TEN· 
GUILFORD-ZIMMERMAN TRAITS AND THE 
AVERAGE CLINICAL PRACTICE GRADE 
Guilford-Zimmerman 'l'empra-
ment Survey Traits 
General Activity 
Restraint 
Ascendance 
Sociability 
Emotional Stability 
Objectivity 
Friendliness 
'l'houg-htfulness 
Personal Relations 
Ma~culinity 
Clinical Practice 
MEAN 
15.98 
18.75 
16.22 
22.66 
20.58 
20.21 
17.15 
19.39 
20.07 
12.28 
3·39 
SD 
5-·17 
4.27 
4·39 
4.52 
4.87 
4.31 
3·83 
4.25 
4·14 
4.04 
·35 
A comparison of the means of the GU1lford-Zimmer.man 
14 
.-. female adult raw scores as reported in the Manual of Lnstruct-
W 
ian.s.,,with those in 'rable I revealed that the means of the 
Boston University sargent Uollege physical therapy students 
were higher, except for General Activity. The standard devi-
ations of Table I are smaller than those of the adult female 
population in the Manual. 
'l'.ABLE II 
CORRELATIONS BETWE'EN" THE TEN TRAITS OF THE 
G UILFO RD-Z Thl].tiERM.AN TEMPRAMENT SURVEY .AND 
THE AVERAGE CLTI~IC.AL PRACTICE GRADE 
TRAIT 
General Activity 
Restraint 
Ascendance 
Sociability 
Emotional Stability 
Objectivity 
Friendliness 
Thoughtfulness 
Personal Relations 
:Masculinity 
**Significant at the 1% level 
* Significant at the 5~6 level 
(for 85 cases, 
significant) 
(for 85 cases 
significant)1 
r 
.OJ 
.32** 
.22* 
.10 
-.04 
.oo 
-.03 
.18 
.19 
.17 
.275 and above 
.211. and above 
Table II shows that Restraint is significant at the 
l%level and that Ascendance is significant at the 5% level. 
A further investigation of the grades earned for Ulini~-
al Practice was made to determine if these students who were 
.L 
J.P.Guilford, .l!'undemental Stastistics in .J:>sycholog;y · 
and Education, (New York:McGraw-tlill Book uo.,Inc.,l950J ,p.610. 
l5 
below the mean in this area were also below the mean for the 
.traits of Restraint and Ascendance. This analysis revealed 
that of the total group, 43 students earned a Ulinical Prac-
tice grade below the mean (3.39); 24 were below the mean 
(18.75) for the trait of Restraint; and 26 were below the 
mean {16.22) for the trait of ascendance. It was interest-
ing to note that of the 43 students 14 were below the mean 
in both traits. 
'l'he data was then examined on the basis of the students 
who earned a grade above the Clinical Practice mean but were 
below the mean for both Restraint and Ascendance. ~t was 
noted that 42 students were above the mean·for vlinical 
Practice; 12 were below the mean for the trait.of ~estraint; 
and 23 were below the mean of the trait of Ascendance. A 
total of 6 students were below the mean in both traits. This 
would.seem to indicate that students who were below the mean 
on the trait of Restraint or on both the traits of ~estraint 
and Ascendance do not have as satisfactory a vlinioal ~rac­
tioe. 
SUMMARY 
The data that has been presented showed significance 
at the 1% level for the trait of Restraint and significance 
at the 5% level for the trait of ascendance. Although the 
traits of 'l'houghtfulness, Personal ~elations, and Ililasculinity 
e are not significant, there is J2iD. r~ppa.J:>.e-n~tt; .. ';!lEtJ-ationship. 
16 
. e 
With this data it can be suggested that those students 
in the physical therapy major course at Heston University 
~argent Uollege who fall below the mean for the traits of 
Restraint and Ascendance have their entire file examined close-
ly. If those students meet ali other admission requirements 
well and are recommended for admission they should be watched 
closely and assisted to overcome these proven poor traits. 
If they cannot, they should-be helped to realize that their· 
success in the field might not be as great as they anticipate. 
If with this personality, which might be a drawback, the 
students want to continue in the field, they might be more 
successful in the areas of research or teaching in physical 
therapy than the clinical area. Or they might be able to 
discover an allied service for which they wo~ld be better 
qualified with their personalities • 
17 
CHAPTER IV 
SUMl\URY AND CONCLUSIONS 
I. SUID:'LARY 
The ourpose of this study was to investigate if there 
was any relationship between the uuilford-Zimmer.man ~empra­
ment 0 urvey raw scores and the vlinical Practice grades of 
recent Boston University ~argent Oollege physical therapy 
graduates. '.l'he Guilford-Zimmerman 'l'emprament ~urvey was 
given in the sophomore year of college, while the vlinical· 
Practice grade was earned in the summer of the junior year 
and during the mornings of the senior year. The data was 
collected from the personality profiles and the transcripts 
of 85 female, four year program, physical therapy students 
who graduated in the years 1958, 1959, and 1960. ~he data 
was treated with the ~earson product-moment formula. 
II. CONCLUSIONS 
From this study the following conclusions were drawn. 
l.There was a significant difference at the 1% level of 
relationship between the uuilford-~immer.man ~e~prament 
trait of Restraint and the vlinical Practice average 
grade. 
2.There was a significant difference at the 1% level of 
18 
relationship between the Uuilford-Zimmerm.an 'l'emprament 
trait of .ascendance and the average Ulinical P·ractice 
grade. 
III. LIMITATIONS 
~fuile undertaking this project it became evident that 
there were certain limitations. 
l.'.L'he sample was small since only 85 subjects filled the 
priteria of being female, four year program, physical 
therapy majors. 
2.The grades given by the clinical. supervisors are highly 
subjective and the reliability can be questionEd. As 
stated previously, the faculty of the college has worked 
closely with the clinical supervisors trying to help 
the clinical personnel to understand the philo.sphy of 
the school and what should be expected of the students 
in the physical therapy major. 
J.Personality inventories are not as advanced as other 
forms of standardized tests. It was felt that the 
Guilford-Zimmerman ~emprament ~urvey was the bes~ 
instrument for the use of the Heston University ~argent 
Gollege, Division of Ehysical ~herapy. 
19 
IV4 Tiv~LICATIONS 
Although the data of this study is limited, it would 
seem that the faculty of the school could be more aware of 
the personality traits as shown by this study which relate to 
successful Ulinical ~ractice. Hestraint and Ascendance are 
particularly important revealing a definate degree of signif'i..,. 
canoe and Thoughtfulness, Personal Relations, and Masculinity 
which indicate some relationship with vlinical Practice. If' 
a student.who does not measure up to the standards of the Sur-
vey is accepted, the faculty should recognize that the student 
has certain personality characteristics that indicate poss-
ibly less success in vlinical Practice. ~he faculty could 
work with the student closely to help her overcome her weak-
nesses and to be more· totally prepared for Ulinical Practice 
when the time comes for her first practice session. 
V. RECOMl\ffENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 
At the conclusion of this study the following thoughts 
occured to the author as areas for possible further study. 
l.This study should be continued until the data from 
three or four more classes can be gathered increasing 
the number of subjects studied thus raising the valid-
ity of the findings. 
2.Reliability studies should be preformed on the grading 
20 
sheet for vlinical Practice, or a new for.m which is 
more reliable be developed. 
3 • .An attempt should. be made to interest other schools of 
physical therapy to study the relationship between 
personality characteristics and Qlinical Practice. 
4.A study be undertaken, on a national scale, to deter-
mine the personality characteristics of physical thera-
pists in the field and if there is any relationship 
between their personalities and success in the field. 
21 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Alexander, Norman and Ruth ~voodruff. "Determinates of College 
Success, 11 Journal of Hir:her Education, XI (December, 1940), 
479-485.~ 
Anastasi, Anne. Psychological Testin~. New York: The 
Maclclillan Company, 1956. 
Arbuckle, Dugal s. 11 Self-rutings and Test Scores on Two 
Standardized Persnality Inventoriefjl, 11 Personnel and 
Guidance Journal,. XXXVII (December, 1958), 292-293. 
Arnold, Dwight. "Selection and Guidance, " Educational 
Research Bulletin, (December 13, 1950), 232-236. 
Beaver, Alma Perry. "Personality Factors in Choice of Nursing," 
Journal or· Anplied Psychology, XXXVII (October, 1953), ~ 
374-379. . 
Berg, Irwin A. "Personality Structure and Occupational Choice ,U 
Personnel atJ.d Guidan·ce Journal, XXXII (_October, 1953), .., 
151-154. 
Blum, Milton L. and Benjamin Balinsky. Counseling and ?sy~ 
cology. New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1951. 
Booth, Il-iary D. "A Study of the Relationship Between Ce.I>tain 
Personality~Factors and Success in Clinicai Tif?aining of 
Occupational Therapy Students," American Journal of 
Occuuationsl ·rherapy, XI (March-April,l957),. 93-96,126-127. 
. ~ 
Butsch, R.L.C. How To Read Statistics. Milwaukee: The Bruce 
Publishing Co., 1946. ' 
Campbell, \'V"illiam Giles. Form and Style in Thesis ;·lriting;. 
B.oston: Houghton Infflin Company, 1954. 
Cowe, Barbara. "Prediction of Academic Success at Bouve-
Boston School." . Unpublished l1a.eter' s the ads, Boston 
University, Scbool of Education, Boston, 1952. 
:Qaniels, E.E. and lv.A. Hunter. "Minnesota Multiphasic Per-
sonality Inventory Personality Patterns for Various 
Occu'9ations, 11 Journal of Annlied Psycholotry, XXXIII 
( 1949)' 559-565. . 
Donahue, vJilma T., Clyde H. Coombs, and Robert 1'-i.~v. Travers. 
The l'Jieasurement of Student Ad,justment and Achievement. 
Ann arbor: The University· of .M.ichigan Press, 1949. 
Englehart, Helen V. "An Investigation of the Relationship 
Bet.wee1;1 College Grades and On-The-Job Performance During 
Clinical Tra.inin~ o'f Occul;)ational Therapy Students, 11 
American Journal of Occunational Therany, XI (Narch"!!' 
April, 1957), 97-.101~ 107. · 
Fink, s. "Personality Traits with Regards to Vocation," 
National Catholic Education association Bulletin, LIII 
(August,.l956), 352-353. · .... 
F·orer, Betram. "Personality Factors in Occul;)ational Choice," 
. Educational and Psychological l<teasurement, XIII (Autumn,.., 
1953), 361-366. . 
Greene, Harry A., Albel't N. Jorgensen, and J. Raymond Gerberich. 
Measurement and Evaluation in the Secondary School. New 
York: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1954. 
Gobetz, viallace. 11 Student Selection Research Program - a pre• 
limina.ry report," Physical Therany Review, XXXI (February, 
1951)' 39-45. 
--=--· 
11 Physical Therapy School Admission Test Batteries. 
Report on the Student Selection Test Research Pro:;;:ram, 11 
Physica.l.Therauy Review, XXXIV, Part I (August, 1954),_ 
377-382; XXXIV Part II (September, 195.l~); 425.;.437; XXXIV, 
Part III, (October, 1954), 513-519. 
Guilford, J.P. Fundamental Statistics in Psycholorry and 
Education. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,Inc., 1950. 
Guilford, J.P. and Vfayne s. Zimmerman. The Guilford-Zimmerman 
Temprament Survey, Manual of Instructions·and Interpreta. 
tions. Beverly Hills, California: Sheridan Supply Company, 
1949. 
Grace, Harry A. "Personality Factors and College Attrition, 11 
Peabody Journal of Education, XYJ& (July, 1957) 36-40. 
Healy, Irene and ~~alter s .. Berg. "Personality and Vocational 
Interests of Successful and Unsuccessful Nursing School 
Students," Educational and Psychological Heasurement, XII 
(Winter, 1952), 767-776. · 
Lough, Orpha .M.aust. 11 Vfomen Students in Liberal Arts, Nursing, 
and ·reaching Curricula and the ~Unnesota Multiphasic Per ... 
sonality Inventory," Journal of Applied Psychology, XXXI 
( 1947), 437-445. 
23 
11 
I Lough, Orpha 1\:laust. 11 Teachers, College Students, and the Hinn-
esota Multiphasic,Personality Inventory, 11 Journal of 
Applied Psychology, XXX ( 1946), 241-247. -
Norman, Ralph D. and Niriam Redlo., ."Minnesota rJiultiphasic 
Personality Inventory Personality Patterns for Various 
College lv.fajor Groups, 11 Journal of ApPlied Psycholo~y, 
XYJWI (1952), 404-409. 
:Mobilization and Health Hanpm·rer - II. A Report of the Sub-
committee or Paramedical Personnel in Rehabilitation and 
Care of the Chronically Ill. Wasnington: U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1956. 
O'Connor, James P. {1ed). "College Co.unseling and Testing," 
Washington: The Catholic University of America Press, -
1958, 105-134. 
~Personal Characteristics and Job Success, 11 Reserch Report 
from ACPA Professional Standards and Train1.ng~·;Cammd:ttee ~ 
Personnel and Guidance Journal, XXXVI (May, 1957), 463-
468. . 
· Rosenhaupt, H. · 11 Identifying College Students of Great 
Promise, u Journal of Higher Education, .XXX.i.{,.OQtEi~ar,,tc: ~: 
19 ll:!:6 \,, "' ..:.9c:;:.;a9~ r,r::; o_ 1:":"(;7, ;J 7 "tc-' Jl 4JJ,./ ';;.J \.jJ f'· ./ .- l,; '-" ·- _, * 
Seagoe, May V.. "Prognostic Tests and Teaching Success," 
Journal of Educational Reserch, XXXIX (September,ll943-
May,ll949)i56§8~~63. 
Schmidt, John, Jr. "Factor Analysis of Prospective Teacher 
Differance," Journal of Experimental Education, XVIII 
(June, 1950), 287-319. 
Spaney, Emma. uPersonality Tests and The Selection of 
Nurses," Nursing Reserch, :I (Feburary, 1953), 4~26. 
Spiaggia, Marlin. "A Investigation of the Personality Traits 
of Art Students," Educational and PsychologicaJ_ Re~~h, 
X (Summer, 1950), 285-289. 
Stone, David R. and George R. Ganung. 11 Study of Scholastic 
Acheivement Related to Personality as Measured by the 
Minnesota Io1ultiphasic Personality Inventory, u Journal of 
Educational Reserch, L (September, 1956-May,-1957), 
155-156. 
Super, Donald E. Appraising Vocational Fittness by Means of 
Psychological TesttiJA!·.?; New York; Harper and Sons, 1949.. 
I 
I 
Teevan, Richard c. "Personality Correlate of Undergraduate 
Field of Specialization, 11 Journal of Counseling Psychology-, 
XVIII (1954), 212-214. 
Thompson, C.G. "Some Preliminary Notes on Selecting .Students 
for Training_Students in Occupational 'rherapy, 11 Americian 
Journal of Occupational Therapy, XI (September.October, 
1951)' 191-192. . 
Thorndike, Robert L. and Elizabeth Hagen. ·l'!Ieasurement and 
Evaulation in Psychology and Education. New York: John 
Wiaey and Sons, Inc., 1950. 
Voss, Dorothy {ed)~ The Physical Therapy Review, XL (Feburary, 
19 60) ' 128-132. 
~valker, SaFa: r.a.acLean. "A Study of the Value of the Admissions. 
Requirements in Predicting Graduation from a Physical · 
Therapy Program and Entrance into the Profession." Un-
published Master's thesis, Boston University, School of 
Education, Boston, 1959. 
Wallis, ~v. Allen and Harry A. Roberts. Statistics: A New 
Approach. Glencoe, Illinois: The Free Press, 1956. 
Worthingham, Catherine. "The Pht[sical Therapy Student -
His Selection and Education,' The Physical Therapy 
Review, XXXVII (January, 1957), 21-27. · 
Workshop on Characteristics Necessary for Success in Physical 
Therapy notes. A meeting of the clinical supervisors and 
the faculty of Boston University Sargent College, Division. 
of Physical Therapy, held April 27, 1960. 
APPENDlX A 
'. 
BOSTON !:'NIVERBITY SARGENT COLLEGE 
·, . GRADING SYSTEM 
A Superior 93 & above-·--dt~t-rJiRJ\FJ.j.EV f..L.U~\TtbN ., 
!- " 90 .. 92 
J3+ Above Average87 . - 89 , 
B 11 11 83 - 86 
B- It u 80 - 82 
"Name Times Tardy 
___ ........ ..__ __ __..._,.....,..._...,.Days· Absent__,,_....._.__ 
From to Reasons 
~------ ~------ -----------
.Assignment 
------------------~------------~ 
C+ Average 77 - 79 
C II 73 - 76 , 
c.. 11 70 - 72 
D Unsatisfactory6o - 69 
Supervisor 
----------------------------------
Estimate of Total Grade F tt Below 60 . 
This report is confidential and for the purpose of aiding the student • 
.P~oON.LlL QUALIFICATIONS · A B c. 'D 
Dependability (conscientiousj accurate, punctual; tru{es 
·personal responsibility for learning the work,mature.) ; 
.. 
Cooperation (loyal, tolerant, open~minded, agreeable, l I' trustworthy) I ·' 
Mental Alertness .\observing, discriminating, ·sense cf ! 
humor, sincere) ! I 
Inspires confidence twell poised, self-controlled and stable, 
' 
.. 
' 
' 
tactful, thoughtful, courteous, enthusiastic, demonstrate;:; 
depth) ·;J ' 
Appearance (neat~ good taste, well groomed hair and nails, ~ ' 
'! 
. pleasing manner and voice, good posture) ., 
Adaptability (good judgment) · ' 
Ability to profit by instruction and criticism I 
Friendlillness (gets along well with others) 
Health ; 
PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS 
Efficiency in use of time and energy (resourceful, industri-
I 
ous, takes care of equipment and is economical with I 
supplies) 
Ability to comprehend treatment problems 
Ability to apply treatment principles and techniques 
Ability to impart instructions to patients · 
Effectiveness of treatment (accurate~ thorough, efficient, . 
knows aims, intelligently sywpRthetic, wins cooperation, 
' I liked by patients) I ! 
Ability to assume respons~b~lity . : 
Profossi~nal interest . 
Records (accurate, neat, ~portan~e recognized), 
Professional attitude toward: pat~cnt . 
' doctor . 
supcrv~sor 1 
WEAKNESSES co-workers 
s id nee Too routine · Not a ood ho:uSE kee Lack oonf e g P er 
Over-confident Antagonizes Gives treatments too quickly ___ _ 
Indifferent ___ ......__ Too slow ---- Needs lots of assistance 
-------CO~mNTS; ________ ~--------------------------------------------------
4/21/58 M.d. 50 aps. Signature 
--------------------
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STANDARD DEVIATIONS PMAY FROM THE 1·1EAN 
CLINICAL~ 
.r.n. PRACTICE 
NUMBER AVERAGE G R A s E 0 
CLASS OF 1958 
01 
-z -2 -.a -3 -2 2 -1 
02 -2 2 
-3 1 1 1 1 
03 -1 1 1 1 -2 -1 .:.1 
04 2 -1 -l. 2 1 1 1 
05 -2 -2 1 -1 -1 1 1 
06 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 
07 -1 2 -1 1 2 -1 -1 
08 -2 1 -1 1 1 Z' 2 
09 -1 ,;.1 2 
-
-1 1 -1 -1 
10· -1 1 -1 -1 -*2 1 -1 
11 
-1 1 -2 -1 -1 -1 -1 
12 1 2 -2 -1 lL -1 1 
13 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 
14 -1 -1 -2 -1 1 -2 -2 
15 1 -2 1 -1 -1 1 -1 
16 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 
17 -2 1 -2 1 1 I -1 
18 l 
-1 -1 1 1· 2 2 
19 2 1 2 -1 -3 -1 1 
20 -1 3 -1 -2 -1 1 2 
21 
-1 -2 -1 -1 -2 -1 1 
22 1 2 1 -1 1 -1 -1 
23 -1 1 2 -1 -1 -1 2 
24 1 -2 2 -1 -1 -3 -2 
25 1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 1 
26 1 -2 -1 
-3 -2 -2 -2 
27 - -1 2 2 z 2 2 2 
28 
-2 -1 -1 -1 -2 -1 -1 
29 -2 -1 2 -1 1 1 -1 
30 -1 -2 -2 -3 -2 ~1 -1 
F T 
1 
-3 
-1 -1 
-1 -1 
•1 a 
-1 -2 
1 
-1 
-1 -1 
1 
-1 
-3 1 
1 2 
-2 -1..:; 
-1 1 
1 2 
1 2 
2' 
-1 
-2 
-1 
-1 -2 
2 -2 
-3 -1 
1 
-1 
-1 -1 
-1 -1 
-1 2 
-1 -2 
-1 1 
-2 -2 
-1 1 
1 1 
1 
-1 
1 -2 
p 
-3 
2 
-1 
1 
-1 
-1 
1 
-2 
-2 
-1 
-1 
-1 
1 
1 
-1 
-1 
-2 
1 
-1 
2 
-1 
1 
2 
-1 
1 
1 
2 
-1 
1 
-2 
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-1 
1 
-1 
1 
-2 
1 
-1 
1 
-1 
1 
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-1 
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2 
-1 
1 
-2 
-1 
2 
2 
-2 
-2 
1 
-1 
1 
-2 
1 
-1 
2 
-J. 
w 
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STANDARD DEVIATIONS KWAY FROM THE t1EAN 
CLINICAL 
I.D. PRACTICE 
NUMBER AVERAGE G R A s E 0 F T p M 
CLASS OF 1958 (con 1t) 
31 l. 2 2 -1 -1 -2' -2 -1 1 -1 -1 
32 -2 2 2 2 1 1 -1 2 2 -1 2 
33 li -1 2 1 1 1 -1 2 1 -1 -1 
CLASS OF 1969 
34 -1 -1 -1 .-2 -1 -2 -1 -1 -3 1 -1 
35 1 1 1 -1 -1 1 -1 2 2 1 1 
36 1 2 1 2 1 1 -2 -1 -2 -3 1 
37 •1 -1 l -1 -1 1 1 2 1 2 ·-1 
38 -2 1 -1 -1 -1 -2 -3 1 -1 -1 -1 
39 -1 -1 2 -1 1 2 1 1 -2 -3 2 
"he 1 
-2 1 1 -1 -1 1 1 1 -1 -1 
41 -1 -3 -1 -3 -3 -1 1 -2 -2 -1 -1 
42 1 .:l 1 2 1 1 1 -1 2 2 -1 
43 -1 -1 -2 l 1 1 1 2 -2 -1 1 
44 -1 -2 1 -2 -1 1 -1 1 -1 -1 1 
45 2 1 ~1 -1 1 -3 -2 -2 1 -1 -3 
46 2 -2 1 -1 -2 1 2 -1 -2 2 2 
47 1 1 -2 2 2 1 1 -1 -1 2 -2 
48 2 -1 1 -1 -1 1 -1 1 1 1 3 
49 -1 1 -1 ~l 1 2 2 l 1 -1 -1 
5o -2 l 1 1 1 1 -1 2 1 1 1 
51 2 -2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 
52 l -2 i 1 1 -3 -1 -1 2 1· -2 
. 53 2' 2. l JI 2 -1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 
54 -1 -1 -2 1 1 -1 1 1 -1 1 -1 
55 1 1 l -2 -1 1 -2 -1 . 2 -1 1 
56 2 -1 1 -1 1 -4 .. ]. 1 2 1 -2 
51 2 .. l 1 -1 -1 2 2 2 -2 2 2 
'v.!..' ~~-
• e • 
STANDARD DEVIATIONS AWAY FROM THE MEAN 
CLIN;I:CAL 
I.,D._ PRACTICE 
NUMBER AVERAGE ·G R A s E 0 F T . p M 
CLASS OF 1959 (contt) 
58 -2 ·1 1 -1 1 1 2 -1 1 1 1 
CLASS OF 1960 
59 -2 . -1 1 1 1 -2 -1 -1 -2 1 -2 
6Q 1 -2 1 -2 -2 -2 -2 -3 1 -1 1 
61 2 "':'1 1 l 1 -1 1· -1 2 -2 -2 
' 62 
-1 -1 -1 -1 1 1 2 2 -1 1 1 
63 1 1 -2 -1 -2 -1 -1 2 -2 -1 2 
64 1 1 -2 . -1 1 -1 -1 -1 1 -1 -2 
65 1 1 -1 1 1 1 1 3 -2 2 1 
66 ... 1 1 l -2 1 -1 1 2 -2 -1 -2 
67 1 1 -1 -2 1 1 1 -1 1 1 -2 
68 2 1 -1 2 1 l 1 -1 1 1 1 
69 2 -1 -1 1 .-1 1 2 1 -1 -1 2 
70 -1 -1 1 -1 -2 -2 -3 -2 2 -1 -2 
71 1 -1 -1 1 2 -1 -2 -1 -1 -2 -1 
72 -1 1 1 -1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 
73 -2 ~1 1 -1 1 1 1 1 .1 -1 . -1 
74 -1 1 .;..2 1 2 1 2 1 -1 2 -1 
75 1 -~ 1 
-
2 1 2 1 1 2 -1 1 
76 -1 -1 2 .1 -1 2 -1 2 1 1 -1 
77 -1 2 1 -1 '!"2 1 -1 2 2 -1 1 
78 -1 1 -3 2 -1 1 1 -1 -1 -2 1 
79 -3 2 1 1 1 1 -1 1 1 -2 -1 
80 -1 -1 1 -2 1 1 1 2 1 1. 1 
81 1 1 1 -1 1 2 -1 -1 -l l l 
82 l l 1 1" 2 1 1 2 l 1 -2 . 
83 
-3 -2 -1 l -2 -1 -l -2 1 -l -2 . 
----
84 l 1 1 2 1 1 1 . -1 . 1 1 1 
85 -1 l. 1 £:.1. -1· 1 - l 1 2 1 1. 
:,w 
lt'\p.> 
APPENDIX D 
II 
• e • 
I 
-
DATA FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
CLINICAL 
I.D. PRACTICE 
I 
NUMBER AVERAGE G R A s E 0 F. T p M 
·. 
.. /...------
'-... 
' CLASS OF 1958 ., 
··-
/ 
t---.... ________ ............ - .. ___ __.,/' 
01 3.00 06 08 07 14 27 18 18 10 11 12 
02 2.70 25 06 19 24 24 22 14 17 25 15 
03 3.30 19 21 18 18 16 18 17 19 20 11 
04 4.oo 14 17 23 27 24 23 16 27 21 l$ 
o5 3.00 08 22 14 19 25 23 17 15 20 08 
06 3.70 25 23 23 27 26 21 20 17 17 13 
07 3e30 22 15 18 30 20 16 15 19 21 11 
08 3~00 19 18 18 27 28 27 18 16 15 . 14 
09 .3.30 13 11 14 24 17 16 10 22 14 10 
10 3e30 16 17 15 18 22 17 18 25 19 16 
11 3.30 21 13 16 22 16 16 11 19 18 18 
12 3.70 23 13 16 26 16 22 16 20 19 09 
13 4.oo 23 21 21 26 25 26 20 25 22 17 
14 3.30 12 14 15 24 12 14 18 24 22 17 
15 3.70 09 19 14 20 24 20 22 16 20 12 
16 4.00 17 24 20 25 25 24 13 19 19 15 
17 2.70 19 11 18 27 21 19 16 15 14 06 
18 3.70 . 15 17 17 27 .26 28 25 13 24 12 
19 4.oo 20 25 16 11 19 21 08 17 19 18 
20 2.70 27 15 10 19 24 26 19 16 25 17 
21 2.70 09 15 12 18 17 21' 14 18 18 08 
22 3.70 24 20 13 26 19 16 15 18 24 08 
23 3.30 19 26 13 22 17 25 16 27 26 13 
24 3.70 08 21 14 21 09 14 14 15 - 17 09 
25 3.70 . 14 15 19 24 20 21 . 17 21 23. 15 
26 3.70 06 18 05 15 13 12 13 13 21 07 
27' 3.30 22 23 25 28 26 ·2$ 14 22 26 J.4· 
28 3.oo 13 17 12 17 17 19 19 20 19 09 
29 3.00. 12 20 16 24 22 20 19 19 22 18 
I 
. '\A> 
~\;n 
• e • 
DATA FOR EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
CLINICAL 
I.D. PRACTICE 
NUMBER AVERAGE G R A s E 0 F T p M 
CLASS OF 1958 (con1t) 
30 3.30 10 14 07 16 18 17 19 11 13 09 
31 3e70 23 25 16 21 13 13. 14 23 18 12 
32 3.00 23 24 21 25 22 20 22 25 16 17 
33 3.70 15 24 18 27 21 17 23 20 17 09 
CLASS OF 1959 
34 3~15 13 17 09 20 14 16 16 10 21 11 
35 3.70 16 23 14 20 25 19 22 26 21 16 
36 -3SO 23 23 23 25 25 13 16 12 ll 16 
37 . 3.70 14 21 15 22 24 23 25 20 27 11 
38 3.00 19 17 14 19 13 09 20 19 17 11 
39 3.30 12 24 12 24 26 23 18 12 08 17 
.1 14o· 3e70 09 21 18 21 17 21 18 23 18 12 hl 3~15 04 16 07 10 17 21 12 15 18 10 
42' 3.70 18 21 23 26 21 27 17 24 25 10 
43 3.00 14 13 18 25 21 23 23 14 18 15 
./ 44 3~35 09· 23 11 20 22 20 19 19 20 14 
I 45 3~85 21 15 15 27 11 13 12 20 17 o4 !' 46 3~85 09 20 15 15 21 25 15 15 25 17 
47 3050' 18 14 21 28 24 24 17 ' 18 25 08 : 
48 3~85 13 22 16 20 23 17 20 21 21 21 
49 3~15 20 17 15 27 26 25 18 23 19 10 
5o 3.00 18 22 20 25 22 16 24 21 22 13 
51 3~85 10 24 2.0 26 24 22 19 22 28 19 
52 3e50 10 . 23· 19 27 11 16 15 25 24 08 
53 3~85 . 23 23 20 29 21 17 14 22 22 10 
54 3~.30 14 1.3 17 2.3 17 24 21 19 2.3 09 
55 .3~65 21 23 24 22 22 14 16 27 17 16 
56 3•85 15 22 12 2.3 . 04 16 21 25 . 23 08 
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DATA OF EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
.. . ' · CLINICAL 
I.D. PRACTICE 
NUMBER AVERAGE G R A s E 0 F T p M 
CLASS OF 1959 (con 1t) 
57 3.85 13 19 . 13 20 27 . 28 24 15 27 19 58 2.85 12 19 15 23 22 26 15 20 24 16 
CLASS OF 1960 
59 3.00 12 20 20 27 11 18 16 15 22 05 
60 3.45 08 21 10 10 13 15 09 17 18 15 
61 3.85 14 23 19 24 18 22 16 25 15 07 
62 3.13 12 16 13 24 21 26 22 17 21 14 
63 3•53 20 12 14 18 19 19 22 14 17 20 
64 3.5o 16 14 14 24 18 .17 17 21 20 05 
65 3.43 19 16 17 27 25 22 27 11 25 13 
66 3.20 16 21 11 22 19 24 22 14 19 08 
67 3.53 17 18 11 23 24 21 16 21 21 06 
68 3.80 20 16 22 27 23 21 17 21 21 13 
69 3.90 15 17 20 20 23 26 19 16 19 18 
70 3.10 11 . ' 21 16 16 14 11 12 24 16 06 
71 3.50 15 17 18 28 18 14 . 15 18 15 10 
72 . 3 .. 33 18 21 16 2~ 2J. 21 21 22 28 13 
73 2.90 13 21 13 24 23 23 19 22 17 09 
74 ' 3.23 18 14 19 29 23 '28 19 18 26 12 
75 3.70 12 23 25 23 26 24 19 26 20 16 
76 3.10 13 27 19 19 27 23 23 21' 24 09 
77 3.33 25 21 12 15 25 20 22 26 19 15 
78 3.23 20 10 21 22 23 24 16 17 11 16 
79 2.67 24 22 19 27 25 16 20 23 14 09 
80 3.33 14 21 09 24 25 22 25 21 24 16 
81 3.43 19 19 16 27 26 20 16 19 22 14 
82 3.57 18 22 l9 28 23 22 22 23 23 05 
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DATA FOR EXPERTimrTAL GROUP 
CLINICAL 
I.D. PRACTICE 
NUMBER AVERAGE G R A s E 0 F T p M 
CLASS OF 1960 (con 1t) 
83 2.6.3' 09 18 17 17 17 19 12 21 16 orl 
84 3.43 17 19 26 29 25 24 15 21 23 15 
85 3.13 17 19 14 20 23 22 20 24 24 13 
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